Introduction
Inigo Jones's interpretation that Stonehenge was a Roman temple of Coelum, the god of the heavens, was published in 1655, three years after his death, in The most notable Antiquity of Great Britain, vulgarly called Stone-Heng, on Salisbury Plain, Restored. J King James I demanded an interpretation in 1620. The task most reasonably fell in the realm of Surveyor of the King's Works, which Jones had been for the preceding five years. According to John Webb, Jones's assistant since 1628 and executor of Jones's will, it was Webb who wrote the book based on Jones's "few indigested" notes, on the recommendation of William Harvey, physician to James and to Charles I, and John Selden, antiquarian.l The treatise included a plan of the megalith restored ( Figure O . On the outer circle were thirty columns, to which a concentric circle of thirty smaller columns corresponded, the radius of the latter tracing the outermost intersections of the four equilateral triangles within the first circle. On the hexagon resulting from two of the four triangles were six sets of two stones each. A side of this hexagon was as wide as that of the dodecagon. John Aubrey, seventeenth-century antiquarian and Royal Society member, characterized Jones's theory by a "Lesbian rule", a soft lead ruler that fits curbs of stones: Jones "had not dealt fairly, but had made a Lesbian's rule, which is conformed to the stone; that is, he framed the monument to his own hypothesis which is much differing from the thing it self.,,3 Since then, scientific archaeology has advanced our knowledge of the monument.
Thirty stones make up the outer circle, as Jones depicted. However, no hexagon exists, but rather a U-shape of ten stones. No indication of Tuscan order is found in the crude cuts of the stones. Isotopic method has proven several construction stages between 2000 and 1600 B.C., ruling out the Romans, who reached the British isles in 43 A.D. Some present-day scholars have suspected that Webb published the theory of which Jones was not convinced, or simply borrowed the master's name to publish his own idea. However, the idea, if not the writing, should be attributed to Jones, and reveals the architect's sense of the past and imagination. The symbolism of Coelum are also found in other works associated with Jones. Jones's Stonehenge interpretation reveals an important difference between his world and ours, as Edmund Burke's statement above suggests. Jones demonstrated the ideal through architecture, no matter if, as was in fact the case, the ideal was far from the real.
Mathematics, and geometry in particular, enabled him to do so. Stone-Heng was not so much related to the original as to its ideal. It not only idealized the megalith but also the nation and monarch.
It further idealized Jones's own realm, that is, architecture, the architect, and his own being. To compare, today's advanced technology makes almost any construction possible but at the same time allows us to be oblivious to what ought to be built. Professionals might ask what is timely, but often fail to question whether being timely is always good. Positivistic clarity in the matters of economy and efficiency makes it difficult for us to see ethical values. In order to fully appreciate Jones's world, we need to get at the provenance of h is knowledge.
Jones's intellectual world and his mathematics education Jones's second reason came from observing the roofless nature of Stonehenge: "".in regard of the Aspect; for Stonehenge was never covered, but built without a roof.,, 14 Jones had learned the term hypaethros from Vitruvius, noting in his copy, "7/ hipteros the open or uncovered". 15 Jones listed the suitable deities, quoting Vitruvius: "To Jove the Lightner, and to Coelus, and to the Sun, and to the Moon, they erected buildings in the open air and uncovered."IG These deities should be presented "in a clear and open view", which required the edifice not to be enclosed by walls but instead to be surrounded by columns. Jones had earlier observed in Vitruvius: "Temples open to the Air, and without Roofs, have columns on the Inside, distant from the Walls, as Courts Porticoes about them.,,17 Additionally, Jones considered it a "hainous matter to see those Gods confined under a roof, whose doing good consisted in being abroad".
Jones's third reason concerned the circular plan. Jones was ready to compare two types of circular temples.
Referring to Vitruvius, Jones stated, "there were amongst others two Forms of round Temples, commonly in Use amongst them, the one called Monopteros, the other Peripteros" (Figures 2 and 3 ).21 Earlier Jones had mentioned that peripteros "has the Cell enclosed about with a continued Wall, and at a proportionate Distance from it, the Columns place which made a Portico round about it, clean different from Stone-Heng", while monopteros was "made open, and instead of a Wall encompassed with a Row of Pillars only, having no enclosed Cell within it at all, as much conducing to our Purpose in Hand". Jones had noted on the illustration of a monopteros in his copy of Vitruvius, "the one without sell and only with Colloms / the other winged about". 22 26 This severest and the most grave order was appropriate for Coelum, the "ancientist" and "father of Saturn".
His understanding of Coelum came from both classical and contemporary authors, Apollodorus, Boccaccio, Diodorus Siculus, Plutarch, Johannes Rosinus, Thomas Godwin and Valeriano. 27 Book 1 of Bibliotheca of Apollodorus, a grammarian of Athens of the second century B.C., was a common guide to Greek mythology, which drew from older sources like Hesiod's Theogony, of the eighth century B.C. 28 In it Ouranos, Greek equivalent to Coelum, was described as the first deity:
Ouranos was the first ruler of the universe. 30 Diodorus, earlier, told the stories of Uranus, their first king, who improved his subjects' ways of living, and introduced the year, months and seasons based on the observations of the stars." In time, according to Diodorus, the people accorded Uranus with immortal honours and made him the Icing of the universe.
In his copy of Vitruvius, Jones had made this note: "in musicke thetre) must be a proportionarr distance between the low and heaygh I the same sympharhy is in the stares / the ruels of arethernaticke that unite rnusick wth astrologiy.,,32 Neal' the end of the StoneHeng book, Jones discussed the correlation of architecture, astrology and music, made possible through mathematics:
"Lastly, that Stone-Heng was anciently dedicated to Coelus I collect from the Conformation of the Work. For the Conformation of the Cell and Porticus in the Plan, was designed with four equilateral Triangles, inscribed in a Circle, such as the Astrologers use in describing the twelve celestial Signs in musical Proportions." He quoted Virruvius:
In the Conformation thereof Let four Triangles be inscribed of equal Sides and Intervals, which may touch the extreme Part of the Circumforence: ... by which Figures also, Astrologers from the musical Harmony of the Stars ground their Reasonings, as concerning the Description of the twelve celestial Signs. 33
Jones added that the hexagon, which made Stonehenge's inner cell, was also a tool of astrologers. He quoted Philander: "The Astrologers make use of three Sorts of Figures, the Triangle, Tetragon, and Hexagon.,, 34 The four equilateral triangles determined not only the hexagon, but also the openings, or "compare" -ing, of the outer columns. According to Jones, "the three Entrances leading into the Temple from the Plain, were com parted by an equilateral Triangle; which was the Figure whereby Brutus, in order "to fashion a gentleman or noble person ... to be of good birth and to be aware of your past and of the obligations imposed upon you by your past was an urgent first rule". 38 Early Stuarts also likened themselves to historical figures, including James I who styled himself as King Solomon for uniting Scotland and England.
In reality he was never Elizabeth's match officially or personally. The schisms between the monarch and his subjects would continue with Charles I, eventually culminating, of course, in beheading the monarch in the Civil Wars. And yet the sovereigns had an extremely high vision, as James wrote in Basilikon Doron: "A King is as one set on a stage, whose smallest actions and gestures, all the people gazingly doe behold." The monarch must therefore exemplify good laws
with his vertuous Lifo in his owne person, an the person of his court and company; by good example alluring his subjects to the Love of virtue, and hatred of vice ... Let your owne lifo be a law-booke and a mirrour to your people, that therein they may read the practise of their owne Lawes; and therein they may see, by your image, what Lifo they
should Leade. 39 Such symbolism extended even to equate the king to the sun and to the god.
Why was the Roman origin advantageous? Other possibilities included, as John Speed listed, Britons, Saxons and Danes. In emphasising the Roman past Jones was not alone, however. Emerging historiography tended to discredit old chroniclers like Geoffrey and instead to rely on artefacts and vocabularies found at the site. According to William Camden, the word Britannia had nothing to do with Brutus, but was a Celtic and Greek compound meaning "land of the painted people".40 Others who rejected Brutus included John Clapham, John Selden and Richard Rowland, and eventually Oxford University Almanac in 1675. 41 Coelum was the oldest in Roman theogony, and yet it was not necessarily a perfect representation, for Coelum was an archaic, and therefore less popular deity, and even in the Roman pantheon "had a rather shadowy existence ... , for he was more a personification of the heavens than a god who was worshipped in the ancient world, and although he would have been credible as a figure in a Renaissance masque, he was less so as the centre of a Roman cult". 42 The choice of Coelum must have been architectural: it could easily be tied to a specific geometry, thus making the architect the supplier of symbolism, providing him with an advantage over theologians or poests. Jones's famous quarrel with poet Ben Jonson, long-term collaborator of court masques since 1605, stemmed from the desire of each to be superior to the other. 43 A symbolism that was 118 geometrical and therefore architectural must have made the architect the idea generator, while the poet was only the executor.
Where else did the notion of Coelum Britannicum appear?
If Jones considered Coelum important, then it should be natural for the same symbolism to appear in other works among his O;US. The first of such instances is the design for James's catafalque of 1625 (Figure 7 ).4 Its design sources included Domenico Fontana's Catafalque for Pope Sixtus V (Figure 8 ) and Bramante's Tempietto; however, differences between Jones's and Fontana's designs are important here. Fontana's looks Corinthian in order, while Jones's was likely Tuscan. While Fontana used six sets of double columns on a circumference with an arched opening in-between, Jones's sets of two columns appear to line up in the radius, with a complete opening below the entablature.
Jones's design is therefore closer to Vitruvius's description of monopteros. Another difference is in the dome, Fontana's being pointed and Jones's semi-spherical. All these characteristics correspond to Jones's symbolism of the heavens. The Devonshire Collection includes a scenery design that generations of scholars left unidentified ( Figure 9 ). Knowing the sixty-year-old Jones had much control over author, story line and allegory, one cannot help but notice a small yet distinct depiction of a ring of stones in the center of this drawing.
Additionally, the opening scene matches the features of this drawing, making it highly probable the drawing was for this masque: "the scene, representing old arches, old palaces, decayed walls, parts of temples, theatres, basilicas and Thermae, with confused heaps of broken columns, bases, cornices and statues, lying as underground, and altogether resembling the ruins of some great city of the ancient Romans or civilised Britons.,, 47 Peacock has traced many elements of this scenery to Willem van Nieulandt's. 48 What is important, however, is the ring of stones appears only in Jones's scenery. Jones's costume design for Atlas, a character in this masque, holding the spherical cosmos on the shoulders, resembles an illustration from Valeriano's Hieroglyphica, one of Jones's sources for Coelum (Figures 10 and 11 The inscription in the entablature, " Par Domus Haec Coelo Sed minor est domino," predicated the city the monarch resided as Coelo, the heaven. 54 Now looking back in Van Dyck's composition, we see the architect, the source of wisdom to Charles I, who shone under a triumphal arch. And back in the masque Coelum Britannicum, Jones might have portrayed himself as Atlas.
Conclusion
Jones's theory of Stonehenge is not a singular instance of erroneous interpretation, but an important piece of the grand ideal vision. We might interpret it as a political maneuver, but that would describe nothing but our present conditions. Jones believed in architectural symbolism if not for present, then for future, and if not for future, then for utopia. Geometry collaborated in the construction of the ideal.
